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U.S.S,N. 10/083,40 
FHed; Febjtiarv 27,2002 

REl'LY BRIEF JO EX.VMi>iER"S ANSWER 

(6) GROUNDS OF REJ ECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

(!) V hcihor claims i-4 {>, 1 5-17, 22-24. and 38 are novel as required by U.S C. § 
KCn))(UOjl S P.'tcniNo 4,772,47010 Itioiie <// ('Inoue'l 

(2) \shcihLi clannb 1-3, 22-2-^. 26. and 38 aic no\c! as icqimcd b\ 35 l\S,C. § 
} t}2(b) ovci L S Patunt No, 4.22(i,84S to Nagai et al. ("Nagai"). 

(3) whether clairas i-4, 6-12, 15-17, 19. 22-24,and38 under 35 irS.C, m3(d>over 
Inoiic in \ lovv oM i S PataU \'o 5,939,050 to Iyer (*iyer and U.S. Patent No. 6,1 97.305 to 
rVicdman (?/ ( liuvruan") 

(7) s^RGOir^NI 

Appellants afrmn all of the argun>cnls made m the Appeal Brief. 
(1) Rejections Under 35 U.S.C, § 1 02 

Claims !-4 0. 15-17 22-24, and 3S ucic u'jcoled as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
J) 102(b) o\ei I'S PaieniXo 4.'^72 47(i lo Ipouc , ul {'Inouu'} Ciaims I " l^ )" 22-24. 20. 
and 38 wcio tcjectod as being unpatcniable untlu 3^ U b C 102(h) o\a I S i-'atcni \o. 
220,848 10 Kagai <t al. ("Nagai") 
AmfysiS 

it L ,S. Pawm \ o. 4, "'2,470 tohioueet aL Chwui'") 

Mciun ! ii), 13 1 /, and 23^24^re not anuci patLd bv U S PatLnt No. 4.772. , 47 0 to iimn^r 

et aLA "i.r<oii.e'_^') 



.U.S.S.IS;, 10/083,41.3 
Filed: February 27. 2002 

RKPl.V BRIEF TO KXAMINIiR'S ANSWER 

inoue describes an oral bandage comprising a soft adhesi\ c film compiisiiig d mixture oi" 
a pol>carboxylic acid and/or a polycarboxylic acid ai^hydridc and a \iny\ acetate polymer and 
na^ irij ircoipouied thLrcni d topical drfig (L>bsiTact) The oKil bandage inas ^oic!y oontam the 
adhesive Mm oi mu\ kuthu contain dsufi Him support in combination wuh the ddhciUt' film 
(coi. S. lines 30-33). 

In the iixamnicr's answer, the Exammer states that "since Iiiouc clearly teaches 
ineorpotating topical drugs into the prior an composition in an amount from O-OOCU to 35% by 
v\t>jL'hi based on Ihc ora! preparation, the reniafning \\cu:hi portion of the pnor art composuior! 
oompiffeuig litC l^joadht'sive earner is docincd to hi, in an amount encompassed b> about 40 lo 
^)'-)% based on the weight of the composition ^'isee page 13, lines 3-9), The Examiner provides 
00 evidence to support this st^iteTtieTtt. 

Indeed, this statemeui is contradicted by the disclosure in the patent. Inoue discloses that 
in uddiifim (o the actixc" igert. the cnniposiium can com.iin a basic substance to neiitrahzo the 
pol\ca!bov\ ijc acid (coi (x hues 4 j-60). The fihii can also contani other adduucs. siicb a^ 
colorants, Havoruuts, and/or softening agents (coK 10. lines 5-14). as well as residua! solvent 
irom the casti ng process. 

!^iif iik J the f-\.iminci tads to add? ess the aipplicants arguments presented in the appeal 
■ jL'Uhhnii the i.ici i.iat ibc evatnplc^ Jc-.-ibc laminating the polycarboxylu. and poiwim! 
aeetaio ' Lr in a Nippon Mo mformatiou in gi\i.ii ikgarding the weight oftlic sappoit iiin, tiui^ 
the weight percent of the bioadhesixc material caiinot be determined, hioue does not dtscloije or 



11.S.S.N: 10/083.40 
Fited: February 27, 2002 

REPLY BiilKF f O EXAMINliR'S ANSWER 

suggest a solid, self-bioadhesivc composition compnsing a pharmaceutical ly acceptable carrier 
comprising a mucoadhcsive synthetic polycarboxylic acid polymer in an amount from about 40 
pcjccni based on the weiglii of the whole composition. Accordingly, claims 1,4, i\ 15-17, 
and 23-24 are novel over bioue. 

CL'um 2. 3, and 38 arc not anticipated by Inouc 

The compositions described in Inoue arc films. Inouc docs not disclose or suggest disks 
h«n ing tbe diameters and thicknesses specified in claims 2 and 3, Further. Inout. does not 
di!^t.-iu^o or suggest a ccimpo^ition wherein tiic surUicc aren is IVrm :jbo:n (i } io > rnr ys del'mod 
ui chiiai 38. flic E,\jmincr alleges thai the tUnis described m tnouc ha\c ij thickness of at k-nsi 5 
{.tm. which encompasses larger thickness, such as 400 fim. Inoue discloses that the thickness of 
the polycarboxylic acid-'pol>^anyl acetate films is preferably in a range from 5 to 100 jtuii, whtcb 
Ls eqLji\ client lo om"^- lo 1 nnit ( 1 = .001 mm). This is not within the range of 0.4 lo 2.3 mm 
)n ciaun 2 os I u> 2 tmn in ciam^ 1 ii^oue i;;oes on to stale that "a fiki having n thiOiuhes^ 
exceeding 1 VO /an tendh lo 'irodiice a leehng foreign lo the njouth and to inipau soilness; oi the 
ijlmtcot. S, lines 15-17). 

Tlie Bxamincr alleges that inoue discloses films liaving a widih from 7 to 1 5 mm and 
•iuinicM tJiijHi;; i)oni ^ mm to 20 »nn and cites col. S, Imcs 45-01 as support for this allegation, 
I u! ^, lines 4>-oi dj,clo-^e^ the thickness of the supporting i1lm and the thickness of the 
ennipo.^uv fdn; (ihickncss (U the adhesive lllm plus thickness of the suppou lihn) 1 he thickness 
of the support tllm is irom 10 to 100 {vm {0.01 to J mm) (col. 8, lines 53-55). The thickness of 



y.S.S;N.:H)/tl83..4B 
rjird: Febiita)\ 71, 20D2 

REPL-V BRIEF TO EXAMIN'ER'S ANSW'FR 

the composiie film is from 30 to 1 50 fxxn (0,03 to 0. 1 5 mm). These thicknesses arc not ^\ Uhm the 
laiiges sptcifiuU in clanns 2 nad 3, Accordmgly. claims 2, 3, and 38 arc uo\el over Itiouc. 

(Ifai ms 22 mid. 26 are not a rtttcipated by {noue 

Claim. 22 di,pcntis Aoni cUnm ] and specifics that the soiid biOcdhcsiNC cainci is a 
ctosshnlved synthetic polycarboxyiic acid poiymer. Claim 26 depends from claim 22 and 
specifies that the solid bioadhcsivc cairier is a polyacrylic ,ictd polymci crossttnked with a 
polyallanyl polyethen cai-boxymcthyiccullosc, hydros ymcthylccHulosc. oi- niixtures tJitTcol". 
i'tnue onci, inH disclose oi sugycsl si composition uhen'-p -.ho ^o! d bto^dhcsixc canicf u o,k oi 
mor>^ cjosshnked synthetic po!ycajbox\1ic acid pol\m(.is. I he compositions dcfecrihi^d n Inouo 
oontain a mixture of a polycarbox>iic acui aiuyor a polycarboxyiic acid anhydride and a vinyl 
acetate poKmer. There is no disclosure in hioiie that the polymers are crosshnked. 

The E vuminer alleges that neutrali/Jng pol>mei-s using polyvalent meiaj salts, such as 
oxulcs of /mo, calcntn, .na^MioHuir ind ;! o M c nibcicntlv causes ciossbnkmg of the poivTnci 
Tho Hxammcf poinl-> lo Iik- Jf^closu^c o{ Odian (Fnnciples ol Polymcn/ation) as suppoit for her 
aigumcnt A rcvie\v of the passage marked by the Examiner shows that Odian discloses that 
noutnili ration of ethylene copol>'mers containing 5-10% acrylic or melhacrylic acid copolymcj 
v,ith a metal salt yields products refeiTed to as ionomers. ionomers, according to Odian, act Itlvc 
ro\crsibl> cu>j>s.linKL(! Ihcni,,-'p1asiics .s . 'c«,ili mifn)ryh,i\c \cp.p,iUo)i hclv-ctii \omc meiaj 
tai'K->N\idk and (loit-poLu |i\du>Laihoi! ^cynenis Ihe hvammcf has nni>intciprc!td Odsan 
{)dian does not disclose that ionomers are cross linked materials; Odian discloses that ionomers 

mfm 5 m\..m 
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REPLY BRIEF TO EXAMINER'S ANSWER 

aci like crosslinked polymers due to niicrophase separaiiotu Even if one could argue that 
ionomcrs arc crosslinked polvniers, there is no disclosure in inoiie or Odian that such a 
phenomenon on urs in a mf\tuie ofpoKcarbox^hc .icid polvmci^^ ,n\d \ iv\ 1 ciLC<ale poivmois, 
\\hich are tt;L|uircd in Inouc Fjijally, hioue docs not disclose oj pugge^t cro^i,linlad 
pol>carboxyhc acid polymers in combination with a polymer selected from the group consisting 
ofpolyallenyj poly ether. cai-boxymethylceHulose, hydroK>niethyS cellulose, and mixtures 
llieieol . , >pc(, uct! ni rkuin 2(-> Accordingly, clairas 22 and 26 arc novel over Inouc 

k ij.S. PatefU A'^ 4J26J48 to Na^mi 

Udniit. i J. 22 -24 . 26, and 3S tu c not aiUictpat cd by Nagai 

Nasidi describes pharmaceutical preparations comprising a watcr-swellablc and raiicosa- 
adhesjvc polymeric matrix comprising about 50% to about 95% by wdght of a cellulose etht-r 
and about 50 to about b> weight of a homo o copolymer of acrylic acid and dispersed 
ihuciii a phinmaLcuticaily effective amouni of medicament (ahsft.uD Xrga. does not J^^olc-c 
oi suggest a ct.mposuion containing an herbal active agtni whcicui the agcni is a biOattivc hab, 
A imcuuc, an essentia! oil, or mixtwcs theieof. With respect to hv.rbal e\tracts, the specitication 
de&cribcs the pieparation of herbal extracts on page 15, Jme 17 to page 17, hnc 2. Herbal 
\ii tui^ , L ]iK p b\ {he csU.xiion of dry herbs. The rosuhing cxtiacts t>picany contain 
.cv^).h[ cdi cicai lumpoiii ds. the extiacts are not a single ct^inpound densed from a natural 
source as doiicribed tn Nag^i Inuthcimoix, even though c( nipounds tn \agai cued bv the 
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i;. S.S.N, 10/083.413. 
Filed: Febniajv 27; 2002 

REP! V BRliU^" TO CXAATLNFR'S ANSWER 

Exanunci weie originaily isolatt;d from natural soiuces, these compounds arc iApicai!> prepatcd 
';>'nihcticaUy. Accordingly, claims 1-3. 23-24, 26, 27, and 38 arc no\ci ovci Nagai. 
Clauws 15- 1 7 am navel over N agat 

Vidnv> 1 S IS dejxndcnt on ciaini 1 and spccUles lhal the conipo;>Jtjon tiinhcr tumpnst.^ a 
noii-iicibai acfn e agent. Claims 16-17 specify pm'licular iion-hcrbal active agents ^\hich cm be 
used in the claimed composition in combination with one or moie hcibal aciive agents. As 
liis^. 'u jHtn c \fagdi tlne^ no* dssciosc or suggest composjtion& containing biaaetive hcibs, 
hoib !' ^ x.i.n ! , {inctiHcs, cssenti.il oils and or mixtures thereof as required by claim 1 
\c^urdjnyl\, t-launt, 15- 1 7 tuo i^o\c1 osci Naj^ai. 

(2) Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1-4, 6- i 2, 1 5- 1 7. 1 9, 22-24, and 38 %vere rejected as being unpatentable undci ^5 
L S C lU3{a} o\cr Inouc m . lexv I S Patent No 5,939,050 to Iyer ("Iyer ) and U S. Patent 
No 0, ^ 9"" 305 to 1 1 iedm<n cr .si (' ff ledman") w ith c\ idenct pro\ ided by Lawless, The 
IHu^ttai t-d i^n c\ciu pcdiaorL SbemiaI Oijs C'Law less ^) 

The standaui for obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103 was recently reaffirmed by the U S 
SupKnu Cuiu' ii) KSR Int'l C o \ rdetlex. Inc 2007 U.S. LEXIS 474.'^; 75 U..S L.W. 4289 

A.ceording lo the ^supreme Court, 
"otten 11 wdi bo nccc^^an . to look lo intciidakd teachings of niulbplc patents, the cHolTs ol 
demands kiiov\n to design community or picseiit m tlit maiketplacc: and the backgiound 



U.:S:S.N. l:y/()83..413 
P\kd: Fete-uar y 27. 20Q2 

UKFLY BRIKF l<> KXAMl>iKR'S ANSWKR 

kno^^ lodge possessed by a person having ordinary skill in the ait, all in order to determine 
whctl^cr there was an apparent reason to combine the known elements in tlie fashion claimed by 
the patent at iss ic 1 o lacjhtate lex lew, this analysis should he rv.idc cvpiicn 

hi u-bpon.sL to th's dcc5!?ion« on Mdy 3. 20Q7. the Assjsiam C\)}nnn,si>iont;i of the V S 
Patent Office Margaret hacarino sent to the Technology Center Directors a memo, stating in 
relevant part: 

(If, The cf>uil reaffiriTicd the Graham factors in the determination of obviousness under 
35 VkS.C §if>3{a). The four t;icuiai uiqiunes under Graham are: 

ta) determining the t>eope and contents of the piior art; 

(h) asceitaining the diftcrcnccs between tiie prior art and the claims at issue; 

(e) rosolvmg the level of one of ordinary skill in the art; and 

(^d) e%'aUuitmg evidence of secondaiy consideration. 

(rnikajfi^ John Dan- ^KM S K 1 7-18, ] 4S TSPO '459, -U^" { 1 OtV-i 

{2} I he cotiit did not toLall) icjvcl die ust of "teaching, suggestion, oi moti\auon" as a 
factor m the obviousness anal>^is. Rather, the court rccogiii/.ed that a showing of "teaching, 
siiggesiion, or moti\ ation" to combine the prior art to meet the claimed subject matter could 
[--u ^ 'do J )iL Ipiiij insight in determining whetlicr the claimed subject matter is obvious undci 35 
U.Js.C. ^! 103(a), 

1 3 ! lic oolirL uijccled the ngid application qI tnc ^"tcachmg. M^g^cstioti o\ pioiw ..tiou" 
i rSM) test, uhich reqmreJ a showing of some teaching, suggestion or motivation in the prior art 



Filed: Febrttarv 27,2002 

REPLY BRIEF TO EXA.MINKR'S ANSWER 

lhal would lead one of ordinary skili in the art to combine the prior ait elements in the manner 
claimt'd in ihc apphcatjon or patent before holding the claimed jjubjoci matter obvious 

( \) Ilij couii noJcd {h;v the iMud'.sis supportnu' a lojectxv,) undoi 2"^ L- S C >in3(dl 
siidu U be niad<., explicit, aiui ft wa6 "njipoitanl to idcntif> a reason that wouid have prompted a 
poisoii of ordinary skill in the relevant art to combine the [prior art] elenienis"' in the manner 
claimed^ 

^'Therefore, in formulating a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) based upon a combination 
0! prior a?i eicn.enls. it io^aLiis ncc.os'^iny 'o uie'ii'lVthe season n fw d person ofordinary skill w 
tiic an woititl iiuxL combfutd tht prior jit elements in the mannei cLumed " 

SmImm 

Claims L 22-24. and 26 are not obvious over Indue iti view of Iv er attid Fiiedrtiafa 
evidence by La wless 

4 hume 

As discussed dno^t, uioue does noi dii>clusc a coajpOiUion compjiiuig a hioadhehue 
crmier m an amount fiom about 40 to 99 pei-cent based on the weight of the whole corapositiori 
as required by claim l . 

k i S, Pment No, 5,939,059 to Iyer et ah dyer*') 
Li d(.-^rijbo^ antmiicioHial compositions compnsun' I (^^ > h cIuji aiictUs 
\^ m '1 ioduLu! MR \aUiCb icLane to the Mil' vahits ioi tiiu at.',.nf- n.i.kMU up inc 

oombmation \%hcn measured alone (abstract), Iyer does not dij>close a solid, &elf-bioadhcsi\c 

4;i)7W,Si6 ;^ ^ {(-,2 



rik>d J-cbn.sar> T^. 2002 

REPIA BRiEi- TO EXAMINER'S .\NS\\'EU 

fonnulatjon for topical applicaiion thai adhcies to the oral mucosal tissue, \s aoled at col 
imos 16~27 and lines 53-61, thef?e fommlaiions arc oral linses, mouth washes or cleanserv 
£. r.S, Patent NtK nj^fJO"; lo Iln'Jman vt aL ("Fncdman") 
! ucdman (L-^nbc^ an Mt^ tdiig.ij coinposiiion cout.uniny (a) an o\traci oi botanicai 
materials, the botanical materials mcUuhng matcnal from Rchinacea species laiitl PiopoHs; and 
(b) an essentia! oil (ab&tracl). The composition can be in the Tom of a mouthwash, a 
suDjXibUfM \ or d Cf cam Vr ednian docd not djsciissc a solid, self-bioadhesfve composition lor 
lop\cd! x^pp'icalion Hut ddl^cu,s to ihc oial nn.t ii -issiu- The n-,imii Lotions aie nof hio;u!!vs!\ s. 
Jngicdiunts such as those ai col, 7 ate citha hydiopiiobic (,siich as hecs\Mi\) or iiquid (glycerin 
and oil) or contain detergent (such as sodium laurv'l sulfate). Table 3 describes a liquid 
niouthwash fomiulatioii, not a sohd. Table 4 describes aii oral gel primarily of polyethylene 
glycol, w iiich IS im bioadht si s e alone Tab !os 5 and 6 describe hydrophobic skin cream, 

iL lawless, The nhistnii i'J Fiuxiioyedia ofE^Wfitial Oih ^Lawless "j 
Lawless describes that the cs-sculiai oil oj iemon contains appio\jnuULl> 70'; hmonenc 
av uell a,^ sabuienc, m^rccnc, and pincnes (page 120). Lawless docs not disclose a self- 
bioddhesivc composition for topical applicaiion that adheres to oral mucosal tissue, nor a 
homeppafhjp amount 



y,!;.S..N. ).0/0K3.4I3 

Filed: Februarv 27, 2002 

REPLV BRIEF TO EXAMINEiR'S AA'SWER 

e. The references alone^ or in combitmtiott^ do not disclose emti fiml ever^^ 

Mmtm t&fihe clatnts 

In oiJt't- 10 esti^b'ish ajv una fac u ca^x- u! (_>"->s \oi src ss ilie lefcieroes, ^.ilono or iii 
conthiiuttunL jn.sat dfbclose oacii And evciy cL'tncut of (hk. ciainib (/// fi'Rci Li. ^*>0 h 2d 9^ i , 
1 80 I - S P.Q 5So (CCPA 1 974) "ft}o establish pmmftHie obvjousncss of a claimed mvenuon. 
ail tlw claim hmitatious must be laught or suggested b> the puor att.*"). As discuss>e<i above, 
luotn. dous not df^ciost a coujposilion comprising a bioadhcsi\ e carnei in an amount fiom about 
4!'' to ixK. pi Kb (1 oil i''v ^vu i>t t >e whole composition <is reqiiucd cLmhi ' 7ho 
joui.Jinmg u<.) nut Uf=»,!oaO oi suggest tlic olemenis missing Iioui Inouj In oidor to 

establish apnmajacie ease of obviousness, tht. prior ait must provide one of oidmarj- skill m the 
ait ith the niotn ation to make the proposed modjikations needed to arnvc at the claimed 
in\ cDtimx One of ot (!inar\ skill in the art would not have been motivated to combine the non- 
bK>ddhtsu L iion-.'^oiid fnimulrutotis oflyer, Fiedman, and Lawless with the fonmdation of Inoue 
10 anise al Uio claimed t,ompos<ttons. 

Accordingly claims I and 22-26 are not obvious over Inoue m view of I>er and Fiicdman 
with evidence by I aw less. 

0^5«-!S 2 , 3, and '^S ai e not obvious over Itiooe in view of Iyer and F nedman with 
^ ule nce by La> vkss 

As discussed dbosc. htoue does iioi disciosc the bioadlicsn c t^oinposnioii ot t lai ji 1 n 
ihe form of a disc havn\g the dianielcrs and thickness specified in clauns 2 and 3 Itioue does not 

084fi-S7/+: 
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RkVLY BRIEF TO EXAMINER'S ANSWKR 

dssclosc the composition of cidiiti ! having a sin Face area from about 0,4 to 3 cm- In ardoi lo 
estabhsh n prima Jacic case of obviousness, ttie rcfenences, alone or m coiiibmali'on> must 
di<;clOvS0 tach ami every tjLnHin o\ rac i iaims \s discussed aho\e nouiu" htt, >'nt.jnian noi 
i avJes*- JKi,jf,<-t ot <-ug^'L-^t sohd conipo-.moiis hjvuig the dimensions dellncd sn daifns 2, _^ and 
"^S !yoK i iicd'i^a 1. anti 1 kss tlo not piovidc the cleiuculs misbing fioni Inoue Accoidtngly, 
claims 2, 3, and 38 arc not obvious over Inouc in view of fycr and Friedman with evidence by 
Lawless. 

^ iainis 7- 1 2 and 19 are not obvious oyer inouc m view of Jycr and Friedman with 

evidence: by Lawj^ 

,-\s discussed above, inoue does not disclose or suggest the bioadhc^r. e composition oi' 
claim i . luoue does not disclose or suggest a composition wherein the herbal active agent is an 
ossontiai oil (claim 7-8), at least one monotcrpene with tJiree unsaturations (claim 9), oi- an 
csscnua! oil -which is a natural or synthetic mixture consisting of limonene Lsnd at jcusi one 
m\rc2ne. a-pinene. b-pincnc. and sabinene characieri/cd in thai at least (-.()",'. b> ^^c1l^lH oi^hc 
mixturc is limonene (ciaun i 0). Inoue does not disclose or suggest a conipo.^dmn comprising 
MgB^2^ NaCl, KCl, and mixtures thereof (claim 12) nor camalHte or a salt ofcamallite (claim 

I>oi. 1 pcdma)., and La\sIoss do not provide the elements missing from inouc. Iyer 

discioNj., aiitunciobLi' compv>Siiions compnsnig at least two .'uuimfciobiai aiicu!^ whiLh cxu! ni 
reduocil MIC \ atin.^ leLiiivc to the MIC values for the agents making up {be combination when 
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RF.P1 .V mUEV TO FXAMINKR'S 4^'SWER 

mt.'asurcd alone. Friedman describes an atili-fungal composition containing (a) an extract of 
botanicai malcr iais. the botanical Tiiaterials inchuiiug material from {-xhinaciua species and 
r'n])oiw. aiK' ?b) an essential oil Law less tfescnbci that the essential oil of lemon contauis 
approMniatc!) ""O'^^ Innoncnc as well as sabincne, ni>rccne. and pincncs. 

The Hxamincr alleges that hiouc discloses each and every element of the claims, cxccpi 
ihc herbal active agetns recited in claims 7-15 and 19 and that iho secondary references Iyer, 
Frit'dmant, and Lawless discloses that the agents recited in claims- 7-15 and 19 ■\^crc useful m the 
making oftopk-jl ropipobuions for the treatment of the oral mucosal tissiK Fho fact that the 
{cferejices ojsclose some of the compounds spfcdled ni claims 7-13 and 1',/ is immatcnai, hi 
Older lo eslabiisii prima fade case of obviousness, the prior art must provide one of ordinary 
skill in the an with the motixation lo make the proposed modificatioBS needed lo arrive at the 
oidin^ed invention. One of ordinary skill in the art would not have been motivated to combine 
UK n<)n"bK).i.d!KSfv(', r.on solid formulutionb c^f Ivor. Fiedman, and less with the formulation 
()[ inone to ant^k. at the claimed compositions. Accoidmgly. claims ~-l2 and 19 are not ob%ioui 
o\er hiouc in vievt' of iyer. Friedman, and Lawless. 
(8) SL-M.^IARY AND CONCLUSION 

!b<»iie doe- nt { Ui-ckise a bioadijLSivc composition comprising a phamiaceuticaily 
avxxptahic ^olui hjiXHlli^-bn c cairet. etMiiprismji a mucoadhesivc niheiic polycarboxylic acid 

le; t ) ar .lUioun! irouf ahuur 40 to 9*^* pciccnt based on tho weight ol the wiiole 
composiffon m a foim huitablo for administration and adhesion to the oral mucosa. Inoue docs 



hiifd- Fcbruan 27, 2002 

REPLY BRIEF TO EXAMINER'S ANSWER 

Vagai does not disclose a solid, bitvidhesiw coniposiiion conipriistng al ioasi ont, herbal 
aGiive agent as delined in claim I , 

icdukin, and or i less do not disclose the elements missing from inouc, 
Accoidingl), iho claims arc lurt obvious ()ver these referenees. 

Fitr ih^ Ibtvgtjing rcaiions, Appeiitint submits that claims. 1-4, 6-12. 14-1 7. 19-26. and 38 
are pat^atttvble. 

RespeetMy; submit 



"P atrca L. Pabst' 

Piurea i.. Pabsi 
Reg. No. 31.284 



Date: May 14.2007 

PABST PATENT GROfjP LLP 
400 Cuioin Squjtv. Suite 1200 
i 20 1 Poatlitrc*,' Street 

,404) 879-2131 

(404) S7^)-21 60 (Facsimile) 
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